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United States Court of Appeals for the 

District of Columbia 

a District Court of the United States for 

the District of Columbia 
At Law No. 73838 

Chakles H. Eury and Grace E. Eury, PlaintiffS j 

vs. 

Francis A. Crawford. Inc., a corporation, Francis A. Craw¬ 
ford, Margaret H. Richmond, Ernest M. Louis, |De- 
fendants. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: 

BE IT REMEMBERED, That in the District Court of the 
United States for the District of Columbia, at the 
City of Washington, in said District, at the times 
hereinafter mentioned, the following papers ^rere 
filed and proceedings had, in the above-entjitled 
^ cause, to wit:— 

1 Declaration 

Filed August 26, 1927 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia 

At Law No. 73838. 

Charjles H. Eury and Grace E. Eury, Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

Francis A. Crawford, Inc., a corporation, Francis A. CRaw- 
FORD, Margaret H. Richmond, Ernest M. Louis, De¬ 
fendants, 

I 

The plaintiffs sue the defendants for that heretofore the 
plaintiffs were the owners of premises, 1012 B Street, E., 
known as lot 29 square 964; That the said property was 
clear of all encumbrances excepting one trust in the sum of 
Sixteen Himdred Fifty Dollars ($1650.00) held by the Per- 
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petiial Building Association of the City of Washington, Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia. 

That on, to wit, the 28th day of April, 1926, they engaged 
the services of Francis A. Cravrford as a real estate agent i 
to sell said property for them at and for a price of Fifty- 
four Hundred Dollars ($5400.00), out of which sum they 
were to pay the said Francis A. Crawford the usual real 
estate commission. ! 

That shortly after placing the property with the said | 
Francis A. Crawford for sale, to wit, the following day, the 
defendant, Ernest M. Louis, a salesman in the employ of the 
defendant, Francis A. Crawford, called at plaintiff’s house ' 
and advised j!)laintiff that the defendants had sold the house 
for the sum of Fifty-four Hundred Dollars ($5400.- 
2 00), aiid requested plaintiff to call at the office of the , 

said Francis A. Crawford to consummate the deal. ' 
The plaintiff inquired of the defendant how he could have 
sold the house without showing anyone through same, and 
plaintiff was advised by the defendant, Ernest M. Louis, 
that they had sold the house ‘‘sight unseen.” * 

That in accordance with the said defendant’s request, the 
plaintiff, Charles H. Eury, called at the office of Francis A. 
Crawford and was advised bv the said Crawford that the 

contract of sale had been entered into for the sale of said 

# 

property to one Margaret H. Richmond for the price of 
Fifty-four Hundred Dollars ($5400.00), and the said defen¬ 
dants, Francis A. Crawford and Ernest M. Louis exhibited 
to said plaintiff a contract purporting to have been signed 
by the said defendant, Margaret H. Richmond, agreeing to 
purchase said property for the said price of Fifty-four Hun¬ 
dred Dollars ($5400.00). 

The defendants, Francis A. Crawford and Ernest M. 
Louis, advised the plaintiff that the terms of payment were 
$1,000.00 cash and the balance of the purchase price to be 
secured as a second trust on plaintiffs’ property, which the 
defendant, Margaret H. Richmond proposed to buy. 

Relying upon said statement as to the terms of payment, 
plaintiffs si^ed a contract agreeing to sell their property on 
said terms. Plaintiffs did not know, nor were they told 
that the alleged buyer of the property, Margaret H. Rich¬ 
mond, was a clerk in the office of the said Francis A. Craw¬ 
ford. 
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I 

Further relying upon the good faith of the defendants, 
plaintiffs believed that the parcel of ground described in said 
contract of sale, which they signed, and upon which t^ey 
were to be secured for the unpaid purchase price of slaid 
property, was, in truth, the house and lot which tliey 

3 were selling to the defendant. j 

Relying upon the good faith of the said defendants, 
whom they had engaged as their agent, the plaintiffs Exe¬ 
cuted a deed conveying the property to the said defendant, 
Margaret H. Richmond, and received from the defendant 
check in the sum of Five Hundred Seventy Seven Doljars 
and Fifty-five cents ($577.55), and a note signed by lone 
John T. Conway in the sum of Twenty Seven Hunched 
Fifty Dollars ($2750.00), which they were led to believe 
was secured on the property which plaintiffs were selling 
to the said defendant, Margaret H. Richmond, but whicl[, as 
a matter of fact, vras secured on a small lot in the outslprts 
of the City of Washington, District of Columbia, near the 
Catholic University, without city improvements, and of a 
value of not more than Two Hundred Fifty Dollars ($250.- 
00). That nothing was said to plaintiffs by any of the defen¬ 
dants in regard to any lot, but they were told thatl the 
balance of the purchase price ^vould be secured as a lien 
upon the house which they were selling. 

Subsequently, to wit, upon the default of the payment of 
interest on the said note, plaintiffs called at the office of 
the said Francis A. Crawford, and were then advised!, for 
the first time, that the note which they held was not sequred 
upon the property which they sold, but was secured on^^ said 
practically worthless lot. I 

Plaintiffs have been unable to locate any such person as 
John T. Conway, whose name appears on said note. | The 
address of said Conway on said note is shown as ‘‘Qare, 
Francis A. Crawford’’, but plaintiffs have been advised by 
the said Francis A. Crawford that he knows nothing 6f the 
whereabouts of the said John T. Conway. Plaimiffs 

4 are advised and therefore aver that the said John T. 
Conway is either a fictitious person, or that his 'name 

has been forged upon said note. j 

Plaintiffs further say that immediately after purchasing 
said property, said defendant, Margaret H. Richmoi^d, re¬ 
sold said property for cash. Plaintiffs believe and therefore 
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aver that the entire transaction was a deliberate fraud per¬ 
petrated upon plaintiffs and they further aver that all the 
defendants participated in said fraud and shared in the 
monev fraudulentlv obtained as aforesaid. 

Wherefore, plaintiffs file this their suit and claim of and 
from the defendants the sum of Three Thousand One Hun¬ 
dred Seventy Two Dollars and Forty Five cents ($3,172.45), 
together with interest, exclusive of all set offs and just 
grounds of defense, besides costs of this suit. 

, FRED B. RHODES 

' Attorney for Plaintiff, 


Plea of Defendant Francis A. Crawford 
Filed October 31, 1927 

Comes now the defendant, Francis A. Crawford, by his 
attorneys, and for plea to the declaration of the plaintiff 
filed herein says that he admits that heretofore the plain¬ 
tiffs were the owners of premises 1012—B Street, N. E., 
known as Lot 29, in Square 964 and that the said property 
was clear of all encumbrances except a trust held by the 
Perpetual Building Association of the City of Washington, 
District of Columbia, in the sum of $1650.00; this defendant 
denies that on the 28th day of April, 1926, or at any other 
time, the plaintiffs engaged his services as a real 
5 estate agent to sell said property for them at and 
for the price alleged in their declaration, or for any 
other sum, and denies that the plaintiffs ever agreed to pay 
this defendant any commission; this defendant has no 
knowledge of the acts alleged in said declaration to have 
been done on the part of the defendant Ernest M. Louis; 
this defendant denies that he requested the plaintiffs, or 
either of thim, to call at his office or that he ever made any 
representations to them, or either of them, relating to any 
matter or thing in connection with the sale of plaintiffs’ 
property referred to in said declaration; this defendant 
further denies that he had any part in or that he particip¬ 
ated in any way in any of the acts alleged in said declaration 
to have been done by himself or by the other defendants; 
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this defendant further denies that he participated in kny 
manner in the transactions, or any of them, referred tp in 
said declaration. 

DOUGLAS OBEAR & DOUGLAS 
EDMUND D. CAMPBELL 
Attorneys for defendant, Fraficis 
A. Crawford. | 


Plea of Defendants Francis A. Crawford, Inc., et <4 

Filed November 1,1927 

^ I 

^***4!c**%«| 

Comes now the defendants Francis A. Crawford, In^., a 
corporation, and Ernest M. Louis, by their attorneys, i and 
for their joint and several plea to the declaration of| the 
plaintiffs state as follows: I 

These defendants admit that heretofore the plaiiltiffs 
were the owners of premises 1012 B Street, N. E., ki^own 
as Lot 29 in Square 964, and that at certain times 
6 heretofore the said property was clear of all enjjum- 
brances excepting one trust in the sum of $1690.00, 
held by the Perpetual Building Association of the Ci^y of 
Washington, District of Columbia. They admit that bn or 
about the 28th day of April, 1926, the plaintiffs engaged 
the services of the defendant Francis A. Crawford, Inc., a 
corporation, as real estate agent to sell said property for 
them at and for a price of $5,400 out of which sum they 
agreed to pay the defendant corporation the usual real ejstate 
commission. They admit that shortly after the placiiig of 
said property for sale the defendant Louis, salesman ijn the 
employ of the defendant corporation, called at plaintiffs’ 
house and advised plaintiffs that the defendant had pro¬ 
cured a purchaser for the said property for the sum of 
$5400, on certain terms set out in a written offer to he sub¬ 
mitted to the plaintiffs. These defendants deny that | they, 
or any of them, advised the plaintiffs that their hous6 had 
been sold ‘‘sight unseen”. These defendants admit tl^at in 
accordance with their request, the plaintiffs called kt the 
office of the defendant corporation and state they thereupon 
executed a contract for the sale of said property to one 



6 M. H. RICHMOND VS. CHARLES H. EURY AND G. E. EURY. 

Margaret H. Richmond, for the price of $5,400, which con¬ 
tract had been theretofore signed by the defendant Rich¬ 
mond, by which the defendant Richmond agreed to purchase 
said property for the said price, and on the terms therein 
more specifically set forth. These defendants state, how¬ 
ever, that the terms of said sale were $1000 to be paid in 
cash, purchaser to assume an existing building loan trust 
in the amount of $1650, and for the balance of purchase 
price to give a first deed of trust note in the amount of $2750, 
payable at the rate of $26.50 per month, unpaid balance 
thereof all due in two years, said note being secured 

7 on parcel 120/11 in Square 3639. These defendants 
deny that they, or any of them, ever advised the plain¬ 
tiffs that the balance of the purchase price was to be se¬ 
cured by a second trust on plaintiffs’ own property. These 
defendants admit that the plaintiffs thereupon executed a 
contract but state that it was upon the terms specified 
above and without reliance upon any representations made 
by these defendants or any of them. These defendants 
further admit that the plaintiffs thereafter executed a deed 
conveying said property to the defendant Margaret H. 
Richmond and that they received from the defendant corp¬ 
oration a check in the sum of $577.55, and a note signed by 
one John T. Conway, in the sum of $2759, the said cash pay¬ 
ment being the net sum due the plaintiffs under the afore¬ 
said contract after the payment to the defendant corpora¬ 
tion of the commission specified therein and the debiting and 
crediting of adjustments according to the terms of said con¬ 
tract. These defendants deny that said settlement was 
made as a result of any representations alleged to have been 
made to plaintiffs by the defendants and state that said 
contract contained a provision that “no party to this con¬ 
tract shall be bound by any term, condition or representa¬ 
tion, oral or written, not set forth herein. These defendants 
specifically deny that they made any representations to the 
effect that the said note of the said John T. Conway was 
secured upon the plaintiffs’ property but state that plain¬ 
tiffs were advised that said note was secured upon parcel 
120/11 in Square 3639. These defendants admit that they 
do not know the present whereabouts of John T. Conway, 
maker of the aforesaid note but deny that the said John 
T. Conway is either a fictitious person or that his name has 
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been forged upon said note. These defendants admit tihat 
after purchasing said property the defendant R^ch- 
8 mond resold the same for cash; they deny that the 
transaction was to any respect a fraud upon the 
plaintitfs or either of them, or that the defendants, or ^ny 
of them, participated in any fraud or shared in any mc^ney 
thus obtained. I 

f 

SEAL and DICE 

GEORGE L. BOSWELL 
Attorneys for Defendants 
Francis A. Crawford, In^, 
and Ernest M. Louis. ! 


Memorandum | 

AUGUST 30,1929 

Judgment vs. defendant Richmond by default for $3172.45 
with interest from August 26, 1927 & costs. Judgment vs. 
all other defendants for plaintitfs by agreement for $3^0.- 
00 with interest from August 26, 1927 & costs. | 


I 

9 The President of the United States to the Defen¬ 

dant Margaret H. Richmond. 3118 Mt Pleasant St., 
N. W., Greeting: I 

WHEREAS, in the Supreme Court of the District of 
Columbia, on the 30th. day of August, 1929, the plaintiffs, 
by the judgment of said Court recovered against yo|a, as 
well the sum of Thirtv one Hundred, seventv two, ... 1.... 

dollars and .forty five, . cents ($3172.45), with 

interest from the 26th. day of August, 1927, until paid, 

$. cost of Protest, as also the sum of Thirty 

three, dollars and seventy cents for his . 

costs and charges about said unit suit expended, as appears 
of record. 

AND NOW, on behalf of the said plaintiffs, it hath been 
understood, that, although the judgment aforesaid hath 
been rendered, execution thereof remains to be maqe for 
them: Wherefore the said plaintiffs have besought 1|hat a 
proper remedy be granted them in this behalf, therefore: 
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YOU AEE HEREBY COMMANDED, that you be and 
appear in said U. S. District Court of the District of Colum¬ 
bia, on or before the tv’entieth day, exclusive of Sundays 
and legal holidays, after the service of this writ on you, and 
show cause if anything you have or can say why the said 
plaintitfs ought not to have execution against you for the 
debt, interest, costs, and charges aforesaid, according to the 
force, form, and effect of their recovery aforesaid, to¬ 
gether with the additional costs, and the costs of this pro¬ 
ceeding, if to them it shall seem meet; And further to do 
and receive what the said Court shall then and there con¬ 
sider concerning vou in this behalf, and hereof fail not. 

WITNESS, The Honorable Alfred A. Wheat, Chief Jus¬ 
tice of said Court, the 10th. day of August, A. D. 1936. 

CHARLES E. STEWART, 
Clerk, 

By ANDREW A. HORNER, 
(Seal) Assistant Clerk, 

FRED B. RHODES, 

Attorney, 

Natl, Press Bldg, 

10 Aug. 12th 1936 

Received service for Miss Margaret H. Richmond 3118- 
Mt Pleasant St N. W. 

By me as Attorney 

! FRANCIS A CRAWFORD 

Writ of Scire Facias, 


Issued ., 1 

Returned .., 1 


Served the within named Margaret H. Richmond Defen¬ 
dant by serving her attorney Francis A Crawford Esq Per¬ 
sonally as directed so to do—^by the Plaintiff attorney 
August 12—1933 

i JOHN B COLPOYS 

Marshal, 

By John B HoUohan 
Deputy 

K 
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11 Plea of Defendant Margaret H, Richmond to the j 

Writ of Scire Facias ! 

Filed August 25, 1936 j 

The defendant, Margaret H. Richmond, for plea to the 
writ of scire facias in this cause says: 

1. That on the 30th day of November, 1928, this defen¬ 
dant filed her petition in this court praying that she be ad¬ 
judicated a bankrupt under and by virtue of the laws of the 
United States, said proceeding being entitled In re: !Mar- 
garet H. Richmond, Bankrupt, No. 2074; that on tlie 3 
day of December, 1928, this defendant was duly adjudicated 
a bankrupt and that thereafter the following proceedings 
were had: on May 3, 19’29, this defendant prayed that she 
be discharged; on June 8, 1929, the within plaintiff’s 
caused the appearance of their attorney to be entered in said 
bankruptcy cause in opposition to the defendant’s plea to 
be discharged, and on June 20,1929, said plaintiffs’ counsel 
filed specifications in opposition to the discharge of thi^ de¬ 
fendant ; that on September 5,1929, the said plaintiffs ^yith- 
drew their said opposition and on September 6, 1929, said 
defendant was by order of this court in said bankruptcy pro¬ 
ceedings, duly discharged. 

2. That in said bankruptcy proceedings, as well as ii. the 
schedules accompanying this defendant’s petition in bank¬ 
ruptcy, the claim of the plaintiffs was duly set forth and 
listed and reference therein made to the above entitled suit 
as follows: ‘ ‘ Schedule A 3, Chas H. Eury and Grace E^ury, 
1241 Good Hope Road, S. E., Law suit filed September 15, 
1927, in Supreme Court No. 73,838 for $3,172.45 pending.” 
That due notice of all proceedings in the said bankruptcy 

suit was given to these plaintiffs by mail and by pub- 

12 lication as well by the appearance of their counsel in 
said proceedings. 

JACOB N. HALPER 
AWy for defendant Margaret 
H. Richmond I 
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District of Columbl4, ss : 

Margaret H. Richmond, being first duly sworn on oath de¬ 
poses and says that she has read the foregoing plea and that 
the facts therein stated are true as she verily believes. 

MARGARET H RICHMOND 

Subscribed 'and sworn to before me this 20th day of 
August, 1936. 

JASON B CAUKIN 

(Notarial Seal) Notary Public, D. (7. 


Demurrer 

Filed September 4,1936 

Now come the plaintiffs, by their attorneys, and say that 
the plea of the defendant Margaret H. Richmond to the 
Writ of Scir^ Facias, heretofore issued in the above-en¬ 
titled cause, is bad in substance. 

! FRED B RHODES 

COOPER B RHODES 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 

Among the points of law to be argued in support of the 
foregoing Demurrer are the following: 

13 1. That the said plea of the defendant Margaret 

H. Richmond does not state facts which would, if 
true, constitute a valid defense to said writ. 

2. That, as is shown on the face of the record in this 
cause, the claim of the plaintiffs herein is not barred by the 
discharge in bankruptcy of said defendant. 

3. That the record in this cause shows that the plaintiffs 
are entitled to judgment on said writ. 

FRED B. RHODES 
i COOPER B. RHODES 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs 


M. H. KICHMOND VS. CHABLES H. EUEY AND G. E. EUEY. 11 

District Cotirt of the United States for the District of 

Columbia 

Tuesday, October 6, 1936. 

By order of the Associate Justices, Jennings Bailey, 
Jesse C. Adkins, Joseph W. Cox, and F. Dickinson L^tts, 
of the District Court of the United States for the District 
of Columbia, these divisions are opened by proclamation of 
the United States Marshal, pursuant to rule to Court. 

Upon consideration of the demurrer filed herein, to the 
plea of the defendant Margaret H. Richmond to the Writ of 
Scire Facias, it is ordered that said demurrer be, and the 
same it hereby sustained. 

And thereupon, comes now the plaintiffs by their attor¬ 
neys of record and presents to the Court their Wri^ of 
Scire Facias issued on the 10th day of August, 1936, and 
prays judgment thereof. Whereupon, it appearing that 
said writ was returned by the United States Mar- 
14 shal ‘‘Scire Feci’’ on the 12th day of August, 4936, 
and it further appearing that the defendant Marg:aret 
H. Richmond filed a plea to the Writ of Scire Facias on 
August 25, 1936, and that a demurrer to said plea was this 
day sustained, judgment is ordered. 

Wherefore, it is considered that plaintiffs do have exe¬ 
cution of their judgment against the defendant Mar^^ret 
H. Richmond upon the 30th day of August, 1929, for the sum 
of Thirty-one Hundred Seventy-two Dollars and Fort;5^-five 
Cents ($3172.45) with interest thereon from August 26, 
1927, until paid, together with Thirty-three Dollars and 
Seventy Cents (^3.70) costs of suit and recover also of| said 
defendant the costs of this proceeding to be taxed bjr the 
clerk and have execution thereof. 

From the foregoing judgment the defendant Margaret H. 
Richmond, by her attorney of record, in open Court, Jiotes 
an appeal to the United States Court of Appeals fo{r the 
District of Columbia; whereupon, an undertaking to kct as 
a cost bond is hereby fixed in the sum of One Huiidred 
Dollars ($100.00) with leave to deposit Fifty Dollars ^$50.- 
00) cash with the clerk in lieu thereof. I 

LETTS, Justice. | 
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Memorandum 


OCTOBER 22,1936 

Undertaking on appeal approved and filed. 


15 Assignment of Errors 

Filed November 9,1936 

Comes iioW the defendant, Margaret H. Richmond, and 
files.the following assignment of errors: 

The Court erred: 

(1) In sustaining the plaintiffs’ demurrer to the plea of 
the defendant Margaret H. Richmond. 

(2) In holding by the sustaining of the demurrer that the 
fact that th^i judgment against Margaret H. Richmond was 
based on fraud, and, therefor, excepted from the effect of the 
discharge in bankruptcy, should not have been raised by 
replication to the defendant’s plea, but by demurrer. 

(3) In holding by the sustaining of the demurrer that 
the judgment against the defendant Magaret H. Richmond, 
was conclusive as to fraud. 

(4) In holding by the sustaining of the demurrer it was 
not necessary to prove the fraud of the defendant Margaret 
H. Richmond, as the judgment against her was conclusive. 

(5) In holding by the sustaining of the demurer that the 
writ of scire facias was not a ne\v suit and that the plea 
of the defendant Margaret H. Richmond was to the original 
declaration and not to the said writ. 

(6) In entering final judgment of fiat against the defen¬ 
dant Margaret H. Richmond. 

I JACOB N. HALPER 

! Att’y for defendant Margaret 

\ H, Richmond 

Copy of above assignment of errors acknowledged this 
27th day of October, 1936. 


FRED B RHODES 
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16 Motion to Strike from Designation of Record 

Filed November 11, 1936 


* 


* 


* 




I 

Now come the plaintiffs, by their attorneys, and mov^ the 
Court to strike from the designation of record on appeal, 
which has heretofore been filed herein by the defenjiant 
Margaret H. Richmond, and which is entitled “Praecipfe To 
Prepare Record On Appeal”, those items appearing on 
Page 2 thereof which are numbered 1 to 7, inclusive,! and 
which refer to parts of the record of this Court in bank¬ 
ruptcy Cause No. 2074. j 

As grounds for the foregoing motion, plaintiffs sa^; 

1. That said records can not properly be included iji the 

record on appeal in this case. | 

2. That said bankruptcy cause records are not part of 

the record in this case. | 

3. That said bankruptcy cause records are not pertinent 
or material in the determination of the appeal in this | case. 

FRED B. RHODES 
COOPER B. RHODES 
Attorneys for plaintiffs 


District Court of the United States for the District 

Columbia 


of 


Thursday, December 3, 1936. 

Session resumed pursuant to adjournment, Hon. j[oseph 
W. Cox, presiding. j 


* 


* 


Upon consideration of the motion filed herein, to [strike 
certain portions of the designation of record of defendant 
Margaret H. Richmond, it is ordered that said inotion 
17 be, and the same is hereby granted. 

To the foregoing order an exception is duly! noted 
and allowed. 


14 M. H. RICHMOND VS. CHARLES H. EURY AND G. B. ETJRY. 

Praecipe to Prepare Record on Appeal 

Filed November 9,1936 

♦ ••###♦* 

The clerk of the Court will please prepare the record on 
appeal in the above entitled case, and include therein the 
following: 

1. The original declaration. 

2. The pleas, of the defendants Francis A. Crawford, 
Inc., Francis Crawford and Ernest M. Louis. 

3. Memorandum entry of judgment against the defen¬ 
dants Francis A. Crawford, Inc., Francis A. Crawford and 
Ernest M. Louis by agreement. 

4. Memorandum entry of judgment against defendant 
Margaret H. Richmond, by default. 

5. The writ of scire facias. 

6. The plea of the defendant Margaret H. Richmond to 
the writ of scire facias. 

7. The plaintiff’s demurrer to the plea of Margaret H. 
Richmond. 

8. Order sustaining the plaintiffs’ demurrer to the plea 
of Margaret H. Richmond. 

9. Final judgment of fiat. 

10. Notation of appeal to the United States Court of Ap¬ 
peals for the District of Columbia. 

11. Order fixing undertaking for costs on appeal. 

12. Memorandum entry of the filing of the under- 
18 taking. 

13. Assignment of errors. 

14. This praecipe. 

And include also the following from the case of In re: 
Margaret H. Richmond, Bankruptcy No. 2074: 

1. Memorandum entry of the filing of the petition of 
Margaret H. Richmond for voluntary bankruptcy. 

2. Abstract from Bankrupt’s Schedule “A” 3, the de¬ 
scription of the claim of Charles H. and Grace Eury. 

3. Bankrupt’s petition for discharge in bankruptcy. 

4. Memorandum of publication and notice that bankrupt 
has petitioned for discharge in bankrupt^. 

5. Specifications of Charles H. and Grace Eury in op¬ 
position to discharge in bankruptcy. 
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6. Memorandum of withdrawal of opposition of Charles 
H. and Grace Eury to discharge in bankruptcy. 

7. Order discharging Bankrupt. 

JACOB N. HALPER ! 

AWy for defendant j 

Margaret H, Richmond | 

Service of a copy of the above designation of rec()rd 
acknowledged this 7th day of November, 1936. 

COOPER B. RHODES 
AWy for plaintiffs I 


19^ District Court of the United States for the District | 

of Columbia 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: 

I, Charles E. Stewart, Clerk of the District Court of jthe 
United States for the District of Columbia, hereby cerpfy 
the foregoing pages numbered from 1 to 18, both inclusive, 
to be a true and correct transcript of the record, accorc^g 
to directions of counsel herein filed, copy of which is ndade 
part of this transcript, in cause No. 73838 at Law, whei'ein 
Charles H. Eury and Grace E. Eury are Plaintiffs land 
Francis A. Crawford, Inc., a corporation, et al, are Defen¬ 
dants, as the same remains upon the files and of recorp in 
said Court. j 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I hereunto subscrib^ my 
name and affix the seal of said Court, at the City of W^sh 
ington, in said District, this 4th day of January, 1937. | 

I 

C. S. STEWART, 

(Seal) Cleric, 

Endorsed on cover: No. 6897. Margaret H. Richndond, 
Appellant, vs. Charles H. Eury and Grace E. Efury. 
United States Court of Appeals for the District of Colum¬ 
bia Filed Jan 4—1937 Moncure Burke, Clerk. | 



